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Abstract
Black Americans exhibit significantly more aggressive
behaviors than do white Americans and these aggressive acts
are most likely to be directed toward other blacks,
frequently in response to relatively trivial matters
1987; Curtis,

1974).

(Bell,

Aggression most often occurs in areas

of high population density, poverty,

and low social status,

suggesting that socioeconomic status is an important
variable in aggressive behavior

(Centerwall,

1984; Willie,

1983) .
Attribution refers to the perception or inference of
causes of self or others' behavior.

Attributional theory,

which is concerned with the consequences of attributions
rather than the attributions themselves
1980),

has been applied to the understanding of

interpersonal conflict
Grace,

(Kelley & Michela,

1989)

(Fincham, Beach,

and aggressive behavior

Research indicates

& Nelson,

(Dodge,

(Bradbury & Fincham,

1980).

1990)

that negative

behaviors of others in interpersonal conflicts,
are viewed as being more global,
blameworthy,

1987;

generally,

selfishly motivated,

negatively intentional,

and not due to

situational factors.
Based upon this research, the present study examined
adolescents'

attributional style when faced with anger-

provoking situations.

The study evaluated how

attributional style might relate to the variables of race
vii

and socioeconomic status.

It was proposed that lower SES

adolescents would report a more negative attributional
style and greater frequency,

intensity,

and acceptance of

anger-provoking situations than higher SES adolescents and
there would be no differences between the racial groups.
Contrary to these predictions,

differences were not found

between SES groups on these variables.

However, white

adolescents reported significantly more negative global
attributions than black adolescents.

A race by sex

interaction was found, with black females reporting
significantly more negative attributions for anger than
other black and white adolescents.
The prediction that aggressive adolescents would have
a more negative attributional style and report higher
frequency,

intensity,

and acceptance of anger-provoking

situations than their nonaggressive peers was supported.
Implications for future research and applications are
discussed.

viii

Introduction
For years,

researchers have struggled to conceptualize

and delineate the effects of anger and aggression on
society,

resulting in the study of these variables from

several different perspectives.

Averill

(1982)

investigated anger as a p a r a d i g m for the study of emotions.
B andura

(1973)

aggression.

suggested a social learning model of

Social p sy chologists have studied anger and

aggression in both the laboratory and field settings by
examining,

among other things,

the variables that are

a ssoci at ed in aggression and anger
1961).

(Berkowitz,

1962; Buss,

Others exami ne d anger in terms of violent behavior

and its consequences

(Curtis,

1974; Megargee,

1984).

Still

others have e mphasized the development of t reatments for
p ro m o t i n g the individual's control over anger and
a ggression
Brandon,
Novaco,

(e.g.,

D e f f e n b a c h e r , Story,

1987; Feindler & Ecton,
1975).

Finally,

Stark,

Hogg,

&

1986; Moon & Eisler,

1983;

the relation between anger and

hea lt h problems such as hypertension has been studied
e x t e n s i v e l y ’(e.g.,

Deffenbacher,

Harburg,

Blakelock,

& Roeper,

Johnson,

Drobney,

& Julius,

Russell,

& Crane,

1983).

Demm,

1979;

1986;

& Brandon,

Schneider,

Speilberger,

1986;

Egan,
Jacobs,

One area which has received theoretical attention,

but

inadequate empirical examination is that of racial
differences in anger and aggression.
1

Survey research has

shown that blacks are more likely than whites to be injured
or die from violent crimes

(Curtis,

1974).

Most of these

crimes are interpersonal, with the victim knowing the
offender

(Bell,

1987) .

on racial differences,

While this survey research focused
the important role of socioeconomic

status in violent crimes has been demonstrated
1984; Mednick,
Willie,

Gabrielli,

1983).

& Hutchings,

(Centerwall,

1987; Robins,

1978;

Reasons offered for racial and

socioeconomic differences in violent crime have been
primarily from a sociological perspective
Prothrow-Stith,

& Hausman,

1988) .

(e.g.,

Spivak,

Less attention has been

directed toward the psychological factor of cognitions,
particularly attributional style,
anger

(Averill,

and its mediating role in

1983) .

The purpose of this study was to examine whether
racial and socioeconomic differences in anger and
aggression are related to differences in attributional
style for anger-provoking situations.
purpose,

Based upon this

the literature pertaining to racial and

socioeconomic differences in anger and aggression will be
reviewed.

Next,

a brief review of attributional theory

will be presented.

Finally,

research related to

attributions in interpersonal conflict and aggression will
be discussed.

Definitions of Anger and Aggression
Anger has been defined as "an emotional state that
consists of feelings that vary in intensity,

from mild

irritation or annoyance to fury and rage ," (Speilberger et
al,

1983, p . 160)

change,

and,

if the instigating conditions do not

may lead to hostile aggression.

attributions of causality
(Averill,

1983; Bernard,

(Bernard,
1990),

The cognitive

1990), blameworthiness

and intent

(Bandura,

1973)

are considered to be inherent in the definition of anger,
rather than mere correlates of anger.
Anger can be viewed as an emotional response to a
provocation which is determined by three types of person
variables:
(Novaco,

cognitive,

1977) .

somatic-affective,

and behavioral

Within the cognitive level,

considered to be a function of attributions,

anger is
appraisals,

and expectations which occur within the context of a
provocation.

At the somatic-affective level,

primed and exacerbated by tension,
Behaviorally,

agitation,

anger is
and arousal.

withdrawal contributes to anger by leaving

the instigation unchanged,

and therefore unresolved,

while

antagonism contributes by escalating the provocation
sequence and providing cues from which the person infers
anger.
Speilberger and his colleagues have stressed the
importance of conceptualizing anger as a multidimensional
construct

(Speilberger,

Johnson,

Russell,

Crane,

Jacobs,

&

Worden,

1985) .

These researchers conceptualize anger as an

emotional state which can be relatively transitory in
nature
trait

(state anger)
(trait anger)

or can be a more stable personality
(Speilberger,

1988) .

Anger expression

is conceptualized as being either anger-in or anger-out.
Individuals typically are classified as anger-in if they
tend to suppress their anger and as anger-out if they tend
to express anger towards others or the environment.

Thus

anger-out generally involves both the experience of stateanger and manifestations of aggressive behavior.
anger is suppressed,
emotional state,

When

it is subjectively experienced as an

state-anger,

which will vary in intensity

and may fluctuate over time depending upon provoking
circumstances and the level of the individual's trait-anger
(Speilberger et al,
In summary,

1985) .

anger can be viewed as a multidimensional

emotion which involves both the experience and expression
of anger

(Speilberger et al,

1985) .

Essential cognitive

components of anger, without which it does not occur,
to be the attributions of causality
(Averill,

1983; Bernard,

Therefore,

(Bernard,

1990), and intent

seem

1990), blame

(Bandura,

1973).

it would appear that, to have a complete

understanding of anger,

attributions must be considered.

Following a discussion of racial differences in anger and
aggression,
reviewed.

attributions in conflict and aggression will be

Racial Differences in Anger and A g g re ss io n
The problems faced by blac k peop le in coping with
mino ri ty status,
unemployment,

the social d i so rganization of poverty,

and racism,

and the struggle for survival in

h i g h — stress urban environments all seem to be likely
stressors.

The increased l ikelihood of anger and violence

in this type of environment may lead to two possible
outcomes,

bot h p roviding negative consequences.

Suppression of anger can n egatively affect health by its
p h y s i ol o gi ca l manifestations
Brown,

Zusman,

Worden,

& Graham,

& Jacobs,

(Dimsdale,

1986;

1987; Mills,

Johnson,

Pierce,

Schoenfeld,

Speilberger,

Schneider,

& Dimsdale,

1989)

while the outward expression of anger can result in
violence,
Bell

which may lead to injury or death.
(1987)

provides some sobering statistics on the

effects of violence on black Americans.

The leading cause

of death in black males aged 15 to 34 is bla ck -o n- b la ck
homicide.

The chance of a bla ck male being m u r d e r e d is ten

times that of a white male,

and the chance of a black

female being murd er ed is five times that of a white female.
M ore specifically,

black male s have a one— in— 21 chance and

white males have a one— in— 131 chance of beco mi ng homicide
victims;

black females have a one-in-104 chance and white

females have a one-in-369 chance of being homicide victims.
These differences are clearly significant and indicate that

the problem of black-on-black homicide is indeed one of
considerable proportion.
A majority of black-on-black murder occurs in an
interpersonal context

(Curtis,

1974) .

Two-thirds to three-

fourths of those murdered will know their murderer as
family,

friends,

or acquaintainces.

A Community Mental

Health Council survey of 538 black grade school students
regarding their attitudes and experience with violence
revealed that almost one-sixth of the children had
witnessed parents and relatives fighting.

A striking

number of children had had first-hand encounters with
violence,

ranging from shootings

and beatings

(84%) .

Further,

(31%),

stabbings

(34%),

there were indications that

families with frequent violence in the home were associated
with the presence of violent attitudes and behaviors in the
children of those families.

Since it is estimated that for

every one murder there are about 100 assaults,

it is

apparent there exists a significant amount of violence in
black interpersonal relationships

(Bell,

1987).

Although racism adds to the anger and stress that can
contribute to violence,
racially instigated.

little violence actually is

For example,

in a survey of 17

American cities, the percentages of criminal homicides and
aggravated assaults involving black offenders and black
victims were 65.7 and 65.9, respectively.

White-on-white

percentages for these crimes were 24.0 and 23.9,

respectively,

while black offenders on white victims

percentages were 6.5 and 8.4.
that,

for these crimes,

most frequent motive

The survey also revealed

altercations were listed as the

(35.7% for criminal homicide and 2 9.6

for aggravated a s s a u l t ) .

In addition,

altercations were

more frequent in black-on-black crimes than white-on-white
crimes,

with many likely to be over relatively trivial

matters

(Curtis,

1974) .

The importance of the role of socioeconomic status
in violent crime is demonstrated in a study from Atlanta
(Centerwall,

1984) .

Using the number of people per square

foot in each housing unit as a socioeconomic indicator,
racial differences in homicide rates were eliminated when
socioeconomic status was controlled.

In addition,

lower

socioeconomic status was significantly associated with
death by homicide.

The author concluded that the higher

homicide rate for blacks was not due to racial differences
as many people might believe,

but rather to socioeconomic

status.
In a similar survey using data from Washington,
Willie

(1983)

D.C.,

found that as socioeconomic status decreased

juvenile delinquency rates increased.
socioeconomic status was controlled,

Additionally,

when

the association

between race and juvenile delinquency disappeared.

It

seems increasingly clear that socioeconomic status is a
greater predictor of violence than is race,

with the

overrepresentation of blacks in violence statistics
reflecting their overrepresentation in poverty.

Anger

which is associated with limited economic options and
racism may serve to lower the individual's threshold for
violence

(Spivak et al,

Bernard

1988).

(1990) proposed a theory to explain why

violence erupts from trivial conflicts in "disadvantaged"
subcultures.

Briefly,

for persons living in modern urban

environments and experiencing low social position and
racial or ethnic discrimination, both physiological and
situational arousal will be high.

Cognitions appear to

determine how this arousal is interpreted
Specifically,

(Lazarus,

1991).

cognitions which assign causality or blame

for arousal to a target will determine that the arousal is
due to anger

(Averill,

1982) .

Bernard

(1990)

defines angry

arousal "as the physiological arousal a person experiences
once causality and blameworthiness for the situational
arousal has been attributed to the target,"

(p. 77).

By

attributing blame or causality to a target,

angry arousal

may be produced in an individual.
According t'o Bernard
Bandura,

(1990) and others

(Averill,

1982;

1973), persons who attribute causality,

blameworthiness,

and hostile intent in a wide variety of

situations are more likely to engage in agg;ression.
Bernard

(1990) suggests that if a blameworthy source of the

individual's arousal is not available, the individual's

arousal may be transferee! to a more visible target.
example,

For

a black person who is aroused by racial

discrimination or poverty may not have contact with a white
person in his environment and would therefore transfer his
blame to a more visible target, who is
black person.

Likewise,

likely to be another

if the perceived source

arousal is likely to retaliate,

of the

the arousal is likely to be

transfered to

a more vulnerable target

(Bernard, 1990).

black man who

is frustrated by his low wages may not be

able to express his anger toward his boss,

A

but may transfer

his frustration to a more vulnerable target,

such as his

wife or children.
Thus,

Bernard's theory rests upon the notion that in

subcultures which are characterized by high levels of
aggression,

an aggressive response to a provocation is

viewed as necessary for personal safety and as an
acceptable means of coping in this type of environment
(Bernard,

1990).

In addition,

highly aggressive acts

committed in relation to trivial matters may be viewed as
appropriate responses and,

in some subcultures,

rewarded by the social group
Ferracuti,

1973; Wolfgang &

1981) .

In summary,
status,

(Bandura,

are

for an individual,

particularly one of low

living in an urban environment characterized by

high levels of violence and provocation,
arousal is likely to be high.

physiological

This arousal may be

10
interpreted as anger,

and a target,

visible and vulnerable,
Additionally,

likely to be both

for the anger will be sought.

an aggressive act is viewed as an appropriate

response to trivial conflict and this pattern of behavior
is viewed by the subculture as both acceptable and
functional

(Bernard,

1990).

From this review,

it seems that social and

physiological factors may influence both the experience and
expression of anger.
factors,

To more fully examine the cognitive

attention is now directed toward the literature on

attributional research.
Attributional Theory
Attribution refers to the perception or inference
about the causes of behavior

(Kelley & Michela,

1980) .

It

is often assumed that the basic reason people make
attributions is to achieve a greater understanding of,

and

consequently greater control over, their environment
(Harvey & Weary,

1984).

Research indicates that

attributions affect our beliefs regarding past events and
our expectations concerning future ones, as well as our
attitudes toward others and our reactions to their
behavior.

Behavior is interpreted in terms of its causes

and the resulting interpretations often affect reactions to
the behavior

(Kelley & Michela,

1980).

Thus,

attributions

are viewed as having a direct influence on behavior.

11
The field of research regarding attributions is very
broad and may be divided roughly into "attribution"
research, which is primarily concerned with the
attributions themselves,

and "attributional" research which

is more concerned with the consequences of attributions
(Kelley & Michela,

1980) .

Researchers have identified three dimensions of causal
attributions: external,
Seligman & Teasdale,
Rotter,

global,

and stable

(Abramson,

1978; Bradbury & Fincham,

1966; Weiner,

1979).

1990;

External attributions refer

to the source of the causality,

whether it is internal or

external to the person whose behavior is being examined.
Globality captures the generalization of causes across
situations,

and is considered as either global

all situations)

(affecting

or specific to a certain situation.

The

stable dimension refers to whether causes are seen as
stable, or enduring across time,

or unstable,

and changing

with time.
Among other areas of interest,

attributional theory

has been applied to understanding marital conflict
& Jacobson,

1984) .

(Berley

In addition to the assessment of

causality, which has been the domain of attributional
research,

it has been suggested that responsibility

attributions are also important to understanding
interpersonal interactions

(Bradbury & Fincham,

1990).

Responsibility attributions refer to the degree to which an

12
individual tends to blame others for the occurrence of
negative events,
caused by others,
motivations.

perceive negative events as intentionally
and as the outcome of selfish

Generally,

evidence exists that people tend

to take credit for positive events and blame their partners
for negative incidents

(Berley & Jacobson,

1984).

Attributional Style and Research in Interpersonal Conflict
While attributional theory provides a framework for
understanding depression
a c h e ’veraent motivation

(Abramson et al,

(Weiner,

1979),

1978)

the theory has been

applied to understanding interpersonal conflict
Beach,

& Nelson,

(Dodge,

1987; Grace,

1989)

and

(Fincham,

and aggressive behavior

1980).

Attributional style has been defined by Metalsky and
Abramson

(1981, p. 38)

as "a tendency to make particular

kinds of causal inference,

rather than others,

different situations and across time."
Fincham

(1990)

across

Bradbury and

recommend extending the study of

attributional style to include attributions of
responsibility.

The study of attributional style in

marital conflict was facilitated by the development of the
Marital Attribution Style Questionnaire
al,

1987)

(MASQ; Fincham et

which afforded a consistent assessment of

attributions by providing standard stimuli for respondents.
The revised scale

(Bradbury & Fincham,

eight hypothetical,

1989)

describes

negative spousal behaviors and requires

13
subjects to rate their beliefs about the causes and
responsibility of the depicted behavior on a Likert-type
scale.

Specifically,

the causal attributions are

represented by three dimensions:
globality,

and

(3) stability.

and

(3) blame.

(2)

The responsibility

attributions are represented by:
selfishness,

(1) externality,

(1) intent,

(2)

Subscale scores are obtained

by summing across the situations for each dimension.
Coefficient alphas for each subscale range from
(Bradbury & Fincham,
Fincham et al,

.74 -

.89

1989).
(1987)

examined the relationship

between causal and responsibility attributions and spouse
behaviors in maritally distressed and nondistressed
couples.

The results showed distressed spouses perceived

their partners'

negative behavior as more likely to be

caused by global factors than did the nondistressed sample.
That is, negative behaviors exhibited by distressed couples
were viewed as affecting other areas of their relationship.
No differences were found between the groups on the causal
dimensions of external and stable attributions.

The

results for the responsibility attributions were more
clear-cut, with the distressed couples perceiving their
spouses'

negative behaviors as being selfishly motivated,

intentional,

and blameworthy.

The opposite pattern of

results was found for positive spousal behaviors.
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A recent review of the literature pertaining to
attributions in marriage

(Bradbury & Fincham,

1990)

revealed similar findings across several studies.

The

effects found for the global dimension were particularly
strong,

supporting the hypothesis that distressed spouses

view the causes of negative spousal behavior as globally
influencing the marital relationship.
responsibility attributions,

Regarding the

distressed spouses are more

likely to view their partners' behavior as selfishly
motivated and negatively intentional than nondistressed
dyads.
Grace
et al

(1989)

extended the methodology used by Fincham

(1987) to evaluate the role of attributional style in

parent-adolescent conflict.
Attribution Questionnaire
version of the MASQ,

Using the Mother Adolescent

(MAAQ; Grace,

1989),

a modified

similar results were found.

Rather

than examining attributional style for negative spousal
behaviors,

Grace

(1989) examined mother-adolescent

conflict.

In general,

it was shown that the greater the

levels of conflict reported, the more negative the
attributional style.

Grace

(1989)

found the causal

attributions most related to conflict were globality and
externality,

indicating a tendency for subjects in high

conflict situations to view their family members' behavior
as influencing many situations and as relatively unrelated
to situational variables.

Regarding the responsibility
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dimensions of attributions,
predictor of conflict.

blame was the single best

This is consistent with the view

that blame is a ne c e s s a r y component of conflict resulting
in anger

(Averill,

these findings,

1983/ Bernard,

1990).

In addition to

high levels of anger were related to a more

negative attributional style.

That is, when a situation

was viewed as occuring often with a high level of anger,
the beha vi o r of the other person in the dyad was vie we d as
internal to the actor,
selfishly motivated,

stable,

global,

and blamewo r th y

intentional,

(Grace,

1989).

In recent years researchers have begun to focus
attention on the attributional style of aggressive
children,

with interesting results.

Dodge

(1980)

conducted

two studies to examine the hypothesis that aggressive
children are more likely to attribute hostile intent to
others than are non-aggr es si ve children.

Results from the

first study indicated that both aggressive and
n o naggressive boys r esponded similarly if the situation was
clearly provoking,

indicating that aggressive boys do not

lack the ability to integrate intention cues into their
behavior.

However,

when the peer's intentions were

ambiguous in pr od u c i n g a negative outcome,
aggressive and non ag gr es s iv e boys differed.
boys responded with aggression,
with hostile intent,
with restraint,

responses of
The aggressive

as if the pee r had acted

while the n o na gg re ss iv e boys responded

as if the peer h a d acted innocuously.
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Results from the second study showed that aggressive and
nonaggressive boys differed in their attributions
concerning a peer who instigates a negative outcome
ambiguously.

Aggressive boys were more likely to attribute

hostile intention to the peer, to expect continued
aggression from the peer,

and to mistrust the peer.

Based on these two studies, Dodge

(1980) proposed a

cyclical relationship between attributions and aggressive
behavior which serves to strengthen and maintain aggressive
behavior.

When a negative outcome occurs in the context of

ambiguous intentions,

the aggressive child may likely

attribute hostile intentions to the peer responsible for
the negative occurrence.

This attribution may serve as

confirming evidence that peers are hostile,

increasing the

likelihood that he will interpret future behavior of the
peer as hostile.

This may lead to retaliation against the

peer with what the aggressive child believes is justified
aggression.
Support for this hypothesis was found by Dodge and
Somberg

(1987) .

The accuracy of social cue interpretations

by aggressive boys appeared less coherent than that of
nonaggressive boys under conditions of threat.

The authors

hypothesized that, based upon previous experiences,
aggressive boys may be primed to interpret ambiguous cues
in a hostile manner and therefore,

when threatened,

will
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not attend to the en vironmental cues of the situation but
will respond automatically with aggression.
Forman

(1980)

e xa mi ne d differences in self-

v er balizations of aggressive and nonagg re ss iv e elementary
school children to aggr es s io n- pr ov ok i ng v i g n e t t e s .
A gg re s s i v e children r es p o n d e d with significantly more
irrational thou gh ts than did nonaggr es s iv e children and
their irrational thoughts were significantly related to
aggressive behavior.

N o n a g gr es si ve children also stated

irrational thoughts but theirs were not significantly
assoc ia te d with aggressive behavior.

Aggre s si ve children

also stated they would respond significantly more with
aggressive action and they

judged the individuals in the

vignettes more n e ga ti ve ly than nonaggr es si v e children.
Similar results have be en obtained elsewhere
Frame,

1983; Nasby,

Hayden,

& DePaulo,

1980).

(Dodge &

Generally,

aggressive children disp la y less skill in i nterpreting the
intentions of others in ambiguous circumstances and they
make presum pt io ns of hostility where none exists.
A gg re s s i v e children also have poor e r self-e s te em and use
less assertive solutions in p e e r conflicts
Lampron,

1986).

Additionally,

(Lochman &

aggressive boys t e n d to

p er ce iv e themse lv es as bei ng less aggressive than their
peers,

while p e r c e i v i n g their peers to be more aggressive

than they actually are

(Lochman,

1987) .

Few studies have examined the relation between
attributional style and race.
Long

Graham

(1984)

and Graham and

(1986) examined race and class variables in studies of

attributions in classroom achievement and their effects on
success and failure.
Rotter,

Contrary to other studies

1963; Friend and Neale,

(Battle and

1972), black children did

not display more maladaptive attributions than white
children.

In fact,

compared to middle- and low-class white

children and low— class black children,

the middle-class

black children reported higher effort attributions,

higher

expectations for success, higher perceptions of competence,
and they persisted longer in the face of failure.

No

evidence was found that black children in general,

or

disadvantaged black children in particular,

displayed more

maladaptive attributional styles for success or failure
than did white children.

Although these studies were

unrelated to attributions in aggression,

they did show that

differences in attributions for achievement were more
likely to be due to socioeconomic factors than to race.
In summary,

attributions appear to play a significant

role in interpersonal conflict and aggressive behaviors.
Generally,

negative behaviors of maritally distressed

spouses and of parents and adolescents are viewed by the
other person in the dyad as being more global,
motivated,

blameworthy,

situational factors.

intentional,

selfishly

and not due to

Theories suggest attributions of
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blame may have a major role in the instigation of anger and
aggression.

Additionally,

aggressive children have been

found to attribute hostile intent to others under ambiguous
circumstances.

While racial differences have not been

examined in regard to attributions in anger, no racial
differences have been found regarding attributions in
classroom achievement.
Summary and Statement of Purpose
It has been shown that black Americans exhibit
significantly more aggressive behaviors than do white
Americans and that these aggressive acts are most likely to
be directed toward other black Americans with whom they are
acquainted.

In addition, many of these aggressive acts are

in response to relatively trivial matters.

This type of

aggressive behavior is most likely to be found in areas of
high population density, poverty,

and low social status,

suggesting that socioeconomic status is an important
variable,

if not the most important,

in aggressive

behavior.
Empirical evidence exists regarding the relations
between attributional style and anger.

In general,

negative behaviors of others in interpersonal conflicts are
viewed as being more global,
blameworthy,

selfishly motivated,

negatively intentional,

situational factors.

Additionally,

and not due to
aggressive children

have been found to attribute hostile intent to others under
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ambiguous circumstances.

Attributions of blame appear to

have a major role in the instigation of anger and
aggression.
The relations between the variables of attributional
style and anger have not been examined empirically.
addition,

In

how these variables relate to race and

socioeconomic status have not been evaluated.

It was the

purpose of the present study to examine attributional style
for anger-provoking situations in adolescents and how these
might relate to the variables of race and socioeconomic
status.
Research Hypotheses
To address relationships between attributions for
anger-provoking situations and race and socioeconomic
status variables,

as well as the relationship between

aggressive adolescents and attributional style,

three

hypotheses were proposed:
1.

Although black-on-black violence occurs with much

greater frequency than white-on— white violence,
shown that when SES is considered,
not exist,

it has been

racial differences do

(Cent'erwall, 1984; Willie,

1983).

Therefore,

it

was predicted that lower SES adolescents would have a more
negative attributional style for anger-provoking situations
than higher SES adolescents but that there would be no
significant differences between racial groups.

That is,

was predicted that impoverished adolescents would tend to

it
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perceive causes of anger as internal to the other person in
the conflict situation, affecting many situations,
over time,

intentional,

selfishly motivated,

stable

and

blame wo rt hy .
2.

It was predicted that lower SES adolescents would

have higher intensity,
3.

frequency,

and acceptance of anger.

Research has shown that adolescents and their

mothers who experience frequent anger of high intensity
view the behavior of the other person as more negative than
those experiencing less anger,

(Grace,

1989) .

Therefore,

it was predicted that the aggressive adolescents would
report a more negative attributional style and higher
frequency,

intensity,

and acceptance of anger-provoking

situations than their nonaggressive peers.
Method
Subjects
Subjects were 625 students in grades nine through
eleven from five Baton Rouge area high schools.

Consent

forms were sent home for parental approval for
participation in the study.

To obtain a cross-sectional

representation of subjects in different socioeconomic
status groups,

schools were chosen based upon percentages

of students participating in subsidized free and reduced
lunch programs.

Because of the relatively few numbers of

subjects in Classes I and V of Hollingshead's Index of
Social Status

(1957), these groups were combined with
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Classes II and IV, respectively,

to form three demographic

groups

and Classes I V , V ) .

(Classes I,II,

Class III,

Approximately equal distribution of these groups,
as race and sex groups,

was obtained.

were obtained for 50 subjects,

Invalid measures

resulting in those subjects

being eliminated from the sample.
composed the final sample.

as well

Thus,

575 subjects

Demographic characteristics of

the sample are presented in Table 1.
Instrumentation
Demographic Questionnaire.

Socioeconomic status was

determined using Hollingshead's Two Factor Index of Social
Status

(1957).

questionnaire

Subjects completed a demographic
(see Appendix A)

to obtain the necessary

information to determine socioeconomic status.
Specifically,

the questionnaire asked the age, grade,

and race of the subject.

In addition,

sex,

the subject was

asked to report with whom he or she lives and the
occupation and education of the person or persons.
Attributional Style for Anger Questionnaire

(ASAO).

The ASAQ was developed for this study with its purpose
being to assess causal
responsibility

(intent,

attributional style,

(external,

global,

selfishness,

and stable)

and

and blame)

as well as the frequency,

and acceptance of anger-provoking situations.

intensity,
Definitions

for the dimensions assessed are presented in Table 2.
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Table 1
Subjects by Demographic Characteristics

SES Level

ifII

III

IV,V

Total

Black Males

33

31

57

121

Black Females

56

47

52

155

White Males

75

51

50

176

White Females

51

30

42

123

Total

215

159

201

575
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Table 2
Dimensions of Attributions Assessed bv the ASAO
External:

The cause of the behavior is located within
the other person.

Global:

The cause of the behavior is perceived to
affect other areas of the relationship.

Stable:

The cause of the behavior is perceived to be
enduring.

Intent:

The other person is perceived to have
intended the behavior.

Selfish:

The other person's behavior is perceived to
be selfishly motivated.

Blame:

The other person is held accountable for the
behavior.

Frequency:

Represents the rater's perception of how
often the situation occurs.

I nten si ty :

Represents the rater's perception of how
angry he/she becomes when the situation
occurs.

Acceptance

Represents the rater's perception of the
social permissibility of becoming angry in
the situation.
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Description of the scale development is presented in
Appendix B and the ASAQ is presented in Appendix C.
State Trait Anger Expression Inventory

(STAXI).

The

STAXI was developed as a byproduct of two independent, but
related,

long-term programs of research which began in the

middle I960's.

From this research,

it has evolved into a

scale which provides measures of the experience and
expression of anger
form

(Speilberger,

1988).

In its present

(see Appendix D ) , it is a self-report measure

consisting of 44 items which form six scales.
the number of items,

The names,

and the dimension of anger assessed by

each scale are presented in Table 3 (Speilberger,
1).

For each of the 44 items,

1988, p.

individuals rate themselves

on a four-point scale, with 1 = Not At All,
= Moderately So, and 4 = Very Much So.

2 = Somewhat,

3

These items assess

the intensity of the respondent's angry feelings or the
frequency that anger is experienced,
or controlled.

expressed,

suppressed,

Guidelines for interpreting high scores on

each scale are presented in Appendix E.
Alpha coefficients for the STAXI scales and subscales
are acceptable,

ranging from .93 to .73 for males and .93

to .75 for females.
reported.

No test-retest reliabilities have been

Convergent and discriminant validity studies

indicate the STAXI is a psychometrically sound instrument
(Speilberger,

1988).
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Table 3
Dimensions of A n g er A ss e s s e d by the STAXI
Trait Ang e r

A 10-item scale whic h measures
individual differences in the
disposition to experience anger.

Anger-Out:

An 8-item anger expression scale which
measures ho w often an individual
expresses anger t o w ar d other people or
objects in the environment.

An g e r Control

An 8-item scale which measures the
frequency with which an individual
attempts to control the expression of
anger.

N o t e . A d a p t e d and reprod uc ed by special permission of the
Publisher, Psychological Assess me n t Resources, Inc., 16204
Nor th Florida Avenue, Lutz, FL
3354 9, from the STAXI by
Charles D. Speilberger, Ph.D., Copyright 1979, 1986, 1988,
by Psycho lo gi ca l Assessment Resources, Inc.
R eproduced by
special permi ss io n from PAR, Inc.
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Procedure
The three instruments were group administered to
subjects in their regular classrooms by the experimenter.
Subjects were informed of their voluntary status as study
participants.

In addition,

they were told that their

responses would be anonymous and not to write their name or
any other identifying information on the instruments.

A

brief statement regarding the purpose of the study was
given before handing out the questionnaires.

Instructions

for completing the questionnaires were read after the
subjects had received the instruments.
Questionnaires were gathered as subjects completed
them.

Once all subjects in the classroom had completed the

questionnaires,

the experimenter offered to answer

questions regarding the study.

The subjects were thanked

for their participation.
Results
The Attributional Style for Anger Questionnaire:
Reliabilities and Correlational Analyses
Attributional dimensions
intent,

selfish,

and blame)

(external,

global,

stable,

of the ASAQ were obtained by

summing responses for each attribution dimension across the
eight situations.

This resulted in each attribution being

measured by an eight-item scale.
could range from 8 to 48.
intensity,

Scores on each scale

The dimensions of frequency,

and acceptance were obtained in the same manner.
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As measured by coefficient alpha, the internal
consistency of the total ASAQ was

.96.

As shown in Table

4, reliability estimates for the nine subscales
attributions as well as frequency,
acceptability)

were acceptable,

intensity,

(six

and

ranging from .71 to .85,

indicating that the ASAQ has adequate internal consistency.
Pearson correlations among the attribution dimensions
are presented in Table 5.

As seen in Table 5, all

correlations were significant at the .0001 level indicating
that the subscales are measuring constructs which are
strongly related.

To examine the relationship among the

attribution dimensions and the experience and expression of
anger as measured by the STAXI, Pearson correlations were
obtained.

These are presented in Table 6 and indicate a

moderate relationship between the attributional style
variables and the anger variables.

In particular,

it is

noted that the anger control subscale had a negative
correlation with the attributional style variables while
the remaining anger variables correlated in a positive
manner,

indicating an inverse relationship between the

control of anger and a negative attributional style for
a ng e r .
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Table 4
Reliability Estimates for the ASAQ and its Subscales

External

.74

Global

.80

Stable

.71

Intent

.71

Selfish

.77

Blame

.75

Frequency

.70

Intensity

.81

Acceptance

.85
Total Scale
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Table 5
Pearson Correlations Among Attributional Style Dimensions

EXT

GLO

STA

INT

External
Global

.63*

Stable

.65*

.56*

Intent

.64*

.58*

.75*

Selfish

.67*

.67*

.62*

.73*

Blame

.62*

.62*

.55*

.62*

* p < .0001

SEL

BLA
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Table 6
Pearson Correlations Among ASAQ and STAXI Subscales

Anger Trait

Anger Out

Anger Control

.27*

.21*

-.05

Global

.16*

.15*

0
1

Stable

.29*

.28*

-.17*

Intent

.32*

.27*

-.17*

Selfish

.33*

.27*

-.17*

Blame

.28*

.24*

0
•
1

Frequency

.37*

.32*

-.21*

Intensity

.31*

.27*

-.14*

Acceptance

.33*

.31*

-.14*

* p < .001

CO

External
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School Effects
To examine possible differences in the five schools
from which the subjects were drawn, ANOVAs were performed
on the variables of interest to this study.

The six

attributional style dimensions were combined to form the
two dimensions of causal and responsibility attributions.
A significant effect of schools was found on the causal
dimension, F(4, 459) = 3.90, p < .0040, but not on the
responsibility dimension.

Because the schools were chosen

based upon the demographic characteristics of the students
(race and socioeconomic status), these results were
expected and are not considered to negatively influence the
outcomes of the study.
Demographic Variables and Attributional Style
The first hypothesis predicted that lower SES groups
would have a more negative attributional style for angerprovoking situations and that racial differences would not
be obtained.

To test this hypothesis,

six 2 (Race) X 2

(Sex) X 3 (SES) univariate analysis of variance

(ANOVA)

procedures were conducted to examine group differences on
the six attributional dimensions measured by the ASAQ
(external,

global,

stable, intent,

selfish,

and b l a m e ) .

Significant results were followed by Tukey's post hoc
tests.

ANOVA source tables are presented in Appendix F.l.

Means and standard deviations for the demographic groups
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and the dimensions of attributions are presented in
Appendix G.
Contrary to the first hypothesis,
found for socioeconomic status,

no effects were

although significant main

effects for race were obtained.

Specifically,

a

significant race effect was found on the global dimension,
F(l,465)

= 16.87, p < .0001,

omega squared = .03.

post hoc test showed white adolescents

(M = 31.40)

Tukey's
viewed

the causes of anger as being significantly more global than
did black adolescents
was also significant,
squared = .01.

(M = 28.91) .
F(l,459)

The external dimension

= 5.17, p < .02, omega

White adolescents

(M = 27.58)

tended to

report the cause of anger as being within the other person
more than did the black adolescents

(M =26.61),

although

this difference was not significant on the Tukey's post hoc
test.

No differences were found between black and white

adolescents on the attribution dimensions of stable,
intent,

selfish,

and blame.

white adolescents,
to view others'

These findings suggest that

as compared to black adolescents,

tended

anger—provoking behavior as caused by the

other person and as affecting more areas of their
relationship with that person.
However,

to interpret the results of this study,

it is

more accurate to examine the interaction effects.
Significant interactions of race by sex were found.
Generally,

black females tended to report more negative
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attributions across the attribution dimensions,

while black

males tended to report the least negative attributions.
Group means and standard deviations are presented in Table
7.
A significant interaction was found for the external
dimension, F (1, 459) = 4.64, p < .03, omega squared = .01.
Tukey's post hoc test did not reveal significant
differences between the groups,

although black and white

females tended to report more negative external
attributions than black males.

A significant interaction

also was found for the stable dimension,
p < .003, omega squared = .02.

F

(1,467)

= 8.84,

Although Tukey's post hoc

tests did not reveal significant group differences,

black

females tended to report more negative attributions than
did the other groups,

while black males reported the least

negative stable attributions.

Additionally,

a significant

interaction was found for the dimension of intent, F
(1,447) = 9.45, p < .002, omega squared = .02.

Post hoc

tests did not reveal significant differences between the
groups,

although black females tended to report more

negative intent attributions, while black males reported
the least negative intent attributions.
Although group differences along the attribution
dimensions were not significant on the Tukey's post hoc
tests,

examination of the means for the race by sex groups

reveals a trend for black females to report a more
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Table 7
Race by Sex Group Means

(Standard Deviations)

for

Attri bu ti on Dimensions

Black
Males

White

Females

Males

Females

Ext

23. 64

(7.6)

28 .43

(7.2)

26 .99

(7.7)

28 .42

(8.2)

Glo

26.74

(7.7)

30 .20

(8.5)

30 .31

(8.6)

32 .88

(7.8)

Sta

23. 33

(6.8)

26 .60

(6.7)

25 .12

(7 .2)

24 .41

(7.5)

Int

24.02

(6.9)

27 .32

(6.4)

26 .37

(7.8)

25.32

(7.3)

Sel

25 .63

(7.5)

28.44

(7.6)

27 .50

(7.9)

27.71

(8.3)

Bla

26.32

(7.2)

29 .83

(7.3)

29 .35

(7.7)

29. 93

(7.5)

Note Ext = External,

Glo = Global , Sta = Stable,

Int := Intent , Sel = Selfish,

and Bla = Blame.
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negative attributional style than the other groups, while
the black males tended to report the least negative
attributional style.
Demographic Variables and the Experience and Expression of
Anger
Additional analyses were conducted to examine whether
there were differences between race,
trait anger,

sex,

outward expression of anger

the control of anger.

Three 2 (Race)

X 2

and SES groups in
(anger-out), and
(Sex) X 3 (SES)

analyses of variance procedures were conducted with trait
anger,

anger-out,

and anger control

STAXI)

as the dependent variables.

(as measured by the
ANOVA source tables are

presented in Appendix F.2.
Univariate analyses revealed no significant main
effects for race,

sex, or socioeconomic status.

However,

a

significant interaction of race X sex was found for trait
anger, F(l,472)

= 12.46, p < .0005,

omega squared = .02.

Although post hoc tests showed no significant differences
between groups,

a trend revealed white females reported the

lowest levels of trait anger, while white males reported
the highest levels.

Means and standard deviations are

displayed in Table 8.
A significant interaction of race X sex also was found
for anger-out,
.02.

F (1, 468) = 8.58, p < .0036, omega squared =

Post hoc tests were not significant however, but

revealed the trend that white females tended to report less
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outward expression of anger than did white males and black
females.

Means and standard deviations are presented in

Table 8.
A significant race X SES interaction was found for
anger control,
.01.

F(2,484)

= 3.87, p < .02, omega squared =

Although post hoc tests did not reveal significant

differences between the groups,
white upper group
21.39)

(M = 21.58)

a trend was shown for the

and white middle group

(M =

to have higher levels of anger control than the

white lower group

(M = 19.06).

Means for the three black

SES groups ranged from 19.82 to 20.10.
Demographic Variables and Frequency.

Intensity,

and

Acceptance of Anger
To test the second prediction that lower SES
adolescents would have higher frequency,
acceptance of anger,

three 2

(Race)

factorial ANOVAs were performed,

X 2

intensity,
(Sex)

and

X 3 (SES)

with significant results

followed by Tukey's HSD post hoc tests.

A N O V A source

tables are presented in Appendix F.3.
Differences were not found between the SES groups on
frequency,

intensity,

or acceptance of anger.

However,

a

significant race X sex interaction was found for frequency
of anger—provoking situations,
omega squared =

.02.

F(l,45.9)

= 11.50, p < .0008,

Tukey's post hoc tests revealed no

significant differences between groups,

however.

A

significant race X sex interaction also was found for
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Table 8
Race by Sex Group Means

(Standard Deviations)

for Trait

Anger and Anger-Out

Black
Males

White
Females

Males

Females

TAx

22.32

(6.2)

23.77

(7.0)

24.20

(7.8)

20.84

(6.3)

AxO

18.36

(3.7)

19.67

(4.8)

19.45

(5.3)

17.92

(5.1)

AxC

20.07

(4.5)

19.88

(5.3)

20.21

(5.7)

21.58

(4.9)

Note TAx = Trait Anger, AxO = Anger Out,
AxC = Anger C o n t r o l .

and
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acceptance of anger,

F(l,462)

= 3.87, p < .0497,

omega

squared = .01, but post hoc tests did not reveal
significant differences between the groups.
A significant race X SES interaction was found for
frequency of anger-provoking situations, F(2,459)

= 3.88, p

< .02, omega squared = .01, although post hoc tests
revealed no significant differences between the groups.

A

significant race X SES interaction also was found for the
intensity of anger experienced in anger-provoking
situations, F(2,456)

= 6.13, p < .002, omega squared = .02,

but post hoc tests did not reveal significant differences
between g r o u p s .
Aggression and Attributional Style
To test the third hypothesis that aggressive
adolescents would endorse more negative attributions than
nonaggressive adolescents,
of variance

six two-way univariate analysis

(ANOVA) procedures were conducted to examine

group differences in the six attributional dimensions
measured by the ASAQ
selfish,

and b l a m e ) .

(external, global,

stable,

intent,

Significant results were followed by

Tukey's post hoc procedures.

Aggressive adolescents were

identified as those scoring one and one-half standard
deviations above the mean

(T— score = 65) on the anger— out

subscale of the State Trait Anger Expression Inventory.
Persons scoring high on this subscale often express their
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anger in an aggressive manner toward others or toward their
environment and, therefore,

may be viewed as aggressive.

Significant differences between aggressive and
nonaggressive adolescents were obtained on all of the
attribution dimensions.

As predicted,

on all dimensions,

the aggressive adolescents reported a more negative
attributional style for anger—provoking situations than did
nonaggressive adolescents.

That is,

aggressive adolescents

viewed causes of their anger as external to themselves,
F(l,511)

= 19.92,

p < .0001, as affecting other areas of

their relationship,

F (1,519)

= 13.78,

p < .0002,

as

enduring over time,

F(l,518)

= 33.76, p < .0001,

as

intended by the other person,

F(l, 493)

= 33.91,

as selfishly motivated by the other person,
19.39, p <
.0001.

.0001,

and as blameworthy,

F (1, 485)

F(l,489)

Means are presented in Table 9.

p < .0001,
=

= 19.70,

p <

ANO VA source

tables are presented in Appendix F.4.
It also was hypothesized that aggressive adolescents
would report greater frequency,

intensity,

and acceptance

of anger for the anger-provoking situations than would
nonaggressive adolescents.

Three univariate ANOVAs were

performed with the independent variable of aggression and
the dependent variables of frequency,
acceptability.
tests.

intensity,

and

These were followed by Tukey's post hoc

ANOVA source tables are presented in Appendix F.5.
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Table 9
Attribution Dimension Means for Aggressive and
Nonaggressive Adolescents

Aggressive

Nonaggressive

External

29.92 a

26.24 b

Global

32.72 a

29.44 b

Stable

28.42 a

24 .02 b

Intent

29.44 a

24.91 b

Selfish

30.47 a

26.62 b

Blame

31.82 a

28.17 b

Note

Means with different letters are significantly

different,

p < .05.
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A significant effect was found for frequency of angerprovoking situations, F(l,507)

= 41.17, p < .0001.

Tukey's

post hoc test revealed aggressive adolescents reported
significantly more frequent experience of anger-provoking
situations.

Also, a significant effect was found for

intensity of anger experienced in anger-provoking
situations, F(l,509)

= 23.50, p < .0001.

Tukey's post hoc

test revealed aggressive adolescents experience
significantly greater intensity of anger.

Finally,

a

significant effect was found for acceptance, F (1,508)
24.57, p < .0001.

Aggressive adolescents reported

significantly greater acceptance of anger.
presented in Table 10.

Means are

=

Table 10
Frequency,

Intensity,

and Acceptance Means for Aggressive

and Nonaggressive Adolescents

Aggressive

Nonaggressive

Frequency

29.38 a

24.43 b

Intensity

37.57 a

33.14 b

Acceptance

37.05 a

32.13 b

Note

Means with different letters are significantly

different, p < .05.
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Discussion
Based upon previous experimental and theoretical work
(Bell,

1987; Bernard,

F incham et al,

1990; Centerwall,

1987; Grace,

1989),

1984; Curtis,

1974;

it was proposed that

lower socioeconomic groups would have a more negative
attributional style for anger—provoking situations and
there w ou l d be no differences in attributional style
b etween black and white adolescents.
did not support this hypothesis.

Results of this study

No socioeconomic status

differences in attributional style or frequency,

intensity,

and acceptance of anger were found among the demographic
groups.

However,

a difference in anger control was found,

with white upper and middle SES groups tending to report
greater control over their anger than white low SES groups.
These results indicate that SES groups may not differ
in their interpretions of their anger,

but that differences

may occur in their ability to control their expression of
anger.

Alth ou gh high SES groups reported an attributional

style for anger-provoking situations similar to that of low
SES groups,

differences in anger control may aid in

preve n ti ng high SES groups from acting on their anger in an
aggressive manner.
Although no differences were found between the SES
groups regarding acceptance of anger,

it remains possible

that differences in cultural norms may account for
differences in anger control between high and low SES

groups.

That is, high SES group culture norms may provide

a stronger focus on teaching nonaggressive alternatives to
solving problems involving anger than do the cultural norms
of low SES groups.

One might conclude from these results

that SES per se does not play as large a role in violence
and aggression as many people might believe.

Rather,

differences in violence and aggression may be due more to
the differences in cultural norms and values expressed by
the different SES groups.
other variables,

Additional research exploring

such as levels of cognitive functioning of

members of different SES groups and their relations to
anger and aggression,

is needed to address these questions

more specifically.
Although it was hypothesized that racial differences
would not be found,

white adolescents reported a more

negative attributional style than did black adolescents,
but only for the global attribution dimension.

A tendency

was indicated for white adolescents to have more negative
external attributions but these differences were not
significant.

In addition to these results, white

adolescents reported higher intensity of anger than did
black adolescents.
study were small,

Because the differences found in this
additional research is needed to examine

whether these findings represent true racial differences
which can be replicated by further study.
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However,

the findings of this study seem to be in

conflict with behavioral observations of higher levels of
aggression among blacks.

Social learning theory may offer

some explanation for this discrepancy.

Actual behavior of

black adolescents may be more reflective of the social
influences of modeling
aggressive behavior

(Bandura,

(Bell,

1987)

1973)

of higher rates of

and the reinforcing

properties of aggression than it is of any particular
cognitive style.

Bandura

(1973)

suggested that the most

powerful reinforcers for aggressive behavior include
termination of an aversive stimulus,
outcome,

and

(a)

(b) gain of a desired

(c) social reinforcement from the peer group.

An additional reinforcer which seems to be influential in
gang-like settings is that of participating in violence to
avoid the threat of violence against oneself by other gang
members.

If aggression is reinforcing,

would be so for all groups,
aggressive.
aggression,

However,

it follows that it

causing them to be equally

if the culture places less value on

it is less likely that it would be reinforcing

to its members.

Differences in aggression for blacks and

whites may be understood best in terms of reinforcement for
aggression and its value in the culture rather than in
terms of differences in cognitive styles.
To interpret the results of this study,

it is more

informative to examine the race by sex interactions rather
than the main effects.

In general, black females were
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shown to have a more negative attributional style for anger
than the other groups,

while black males tended to report

the least negative attributional style.

Specifically,

the

attribution dimensions which were significant for
differences among the race by sex groups were external,
stable,

and intent.

Additionally,

black females tended to

report higher frequency of experiencing anger-provoking
situations and greater tolerance or acceptance of anger,
although these differences were not significant.
to Bell

According

(1987), black females are involved in higher rates

of aggressive incidents than are white males and white
females.

Therefore,

these results are consistent with the

expectation that persons involved in conflict situations
would also have a negative attributional style for anger
(Fincham et al,
However,

1987; Grace,

1989).

the finding that black males have the least

negative attributional style is surprising given the fact
that more black males are involved in violence than are the
other groups examined,

(Bell,

1987).

If high rates of

aggressive behavior among blacks is due to social learning,
and a negative attributional style is related to higher
rates of anger and aggression,

why are the attributional

styles of black females and black males so different?
Presumably,

black males and females are exposed to the same

social environment which leads to higher rates of
aggression.

One possible explanation for the differences
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in attributional style for anger for these two groups may
lie within the context of gender socialization effects.

It

is possible that black females are exposed to the notion
that "girls don't fight", while also being exposed to high
levels of aggression,

resulting in cognitive dissonance.

To resolve the dissonance,

a negative attributional style

which justifies aggression

("they deserve it") may be

necessary for black females to reconcile the idea that they
should not fight,
aggression.

while receiving reinforcement for their

On the other hand, black males may not have

such a need for justification of their aggressiveness and,
therefore,

a negative attributional style may not be

necessary.
Another possible explanation for the differences found
in attributional style between black males and females is
that the sample in this study may not have included the
black males most likely to engage in aggressive behaviors.
Care was taken to obtain a sample which was approximately
equal in race,

sex,

and SES.

was drawn from ninth,

tenth,

However, because the sample
and eleventh grade students

and questionnaires were administered in school settings,

it

is possible that those black males most at-risk for
aggressive behavior were not included in the sample due to
truancy,

school suspension,

or drop-outs.

Further research

which specifically includes members of at-risk populations
in sampling may be able to answer the question of different
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attributional styles for anger of different groups.
Additional research examining gender socialization
differences with regard to anger and aggression between
black males and black females is necessary to explore
further the reasons for these unexpected findings.
The third hypothesis that aggressive adolescents would
have a more negative attributional style than nonaggressive
adolescents was supported by this study.

Aggressive

adolescents reported more negative external,
stable,

intent,

selfish,

global,

and blame attribution dimensions

than did nonaggressive adolescents.

In addition,

aggressive adolescents reported that the anger—provoking
situations occurred more frequently,
intense,

the anger was more

and their anger was more acceptable than did the

nonaggressive adolescents.

Results from this study also

showed that negative attributions are significantly
correlated with trait anger,

anger-out,

and anger control,

supporting the notion that negative attributions are a
necessary component of anger
Bernard,

1990).

research of Grace

(Averill,

1983; Bandura,

1973;

These findings lend support to the
(1989)

and Bradbury and Fincham

(1990)

that individuals high in conflict with others also tend to
have a more negative attributional style regarding the
causes and responsibility of conflict.
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Limitations
Some methodological limitations of this study must be
considered.

The first is in regard to the self-report

nature of measurement employed in this study.

Aggressive

and nonaggressive adolescents were identified on the basis
of self-reported outward expression of anger.

A more valid

method would have been to identify aggressive adolescents
based upon measures of actual behavior,
of verbal and physical aggression.

such as incidents

Future research should

address this shortcoming.
In addition,
report,

attributions were assessed by self-

raising the question of whether this was the

construct actually being measured.

While the ASAQ was

developed for this study and has demonstrated adequate
reliability,
explored.

the question of its validity has not been

Although the attribution dimensions appeared to

be related to aggression in this study,

further research

examining the scale's validity is warranted before it is
employed as an assessment or research tool.

While the

subscales of the ASAQ are highly correlated,

use of the

total score rather than the individual subscale scores may
obscure important differences which may exist between the
different attribution dimensions.

Therefore,

research

aimed at construct validation of the six subscales of the
ASAQ is warranted.
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A second limitation of this study concerns the
practical significance of the obtained results.

While

statistical significance was found in many of the analyses,
the degree of association between the variables
squared)

was small,

(omega

suggesting that differences found

between the groups may have little practical significance.
Given these limitations,

results and conclusions of this

study should be viewed with caution.

Future research

addressing the construct validity of the ASAQ,
assessment of aggression,

behavioral

and the practical significance of

the differences obtained between demographic groups is
needed before these results can be viewed with confidence.
While acknowledging these limitations,

the results of

this study provide some support for the importance of
examination of the role of cognitive style in the
experience and expression of anger.

Anger control

interventions which include a cognitive component focusing
on the role of attributional style in anger,
behavioral techniques of modeling,
reinforcement,

role playing,

and

have demonstrated their effectiveness

(Feindler & Ecton,
1975).

as well as

However,

1986; Moon & Eisler,

1983; Novaco,

when these interventions are employed with

adolescents from different race,

sex,

and SES groups,

modifications may be necessary to provide consideration for
possible differences

in cognitive style,

as well as

possible differences

in reinforcement contingencies,

among
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these demographic groups.

Research which examines possible

differences in cognitive style,

as well as differences in

reinforcement contingencies among different demographic
groups,

is needed to determine if specific variables should

be emphasized in anger control training and violence
prevention programs with different groups.

Information

obtained through such research is necessary for the design
of adequate interventions which focus on the most
significant variables.

In addition, treatment outcome

studies which compare variations in anger control and
violence prevention interventions for these different
groups are needed to determine the optimal methods to be
used in interventions with adolescents most at-risk for
anger and aggression.
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The subculture of

A p p en di x A
Demographic Questionnaire
Ag e:______
Sex:
Race:

School:_____________________

Male

Grade:____
Female _____

Blac k

White

______

Who are you living with?
M ot h e r and father _______

Mothe r only

M ot h e r and stepfather _______

Father only

Fathe r and stepmother____

Other ______ (please specify)

______________________________

Mother's O ccupation _________________________________________
F ather's Occup at io n _________________________________________

M other's E d uc at i on
E le me nt ar y _____

(check one)
Junior High

High School

(some)

Some College ____

H ig h School Graduate
College Graduate_______
Graduate School

(i.e.,

F ather's E d uc a t i o n
E le me nt ar y ______

Law School,

Medical School)

____

(check one)
Junior High

H ig h School Graduate _____

High School

(some)

Some College______

College Graduate______
Grad ua te School

(i.e.,

Law School,
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Medical School)

____

Appendix B
Development of the Attributional

Style for

Anger Questionnaire
The Attributional Style for Anger Questionnaire

(ASAQ)

is a measure developed for the proposed study and is a
modified version of the Marital Attribution Style
Questionnaire

(MASQ; Fincham et al,

1987).

The ASA Q is

identical in format to the Marital Attribution Style
Questionnaire

(Revised)

(Bradbury & Fincham,

1989)

the Mother Adolescent Attribution Questionnaire
Grace,

198 9).

and to

(MAAQ;

The MASQ has demonstrated adequate

reliability,

with coefficient alphas for each subscale

ranging from

.74 to

.89

(Bradbury & Fincham,

Coefficient alphas for the MAAQ ranged from
(Grace,

1989).
.76 to

.85

1989).

As in the MASQ and the MAAQ,

the ASAQ describes eight

anger-provoking situations and asks respondents to rate
their beliefs about the causes of each behavior on Likert
type scales which reflect six dimensions of attributions.
The causal attribution dimensions assess subjects'
about:

(1) externality,

(2) globality,

and

beliefs

(3) stability,

while the responsibility dimensions assess whether the
beha vi or is perceived as
motivated,

and

(4) intentional,

(6) blameworthy.

(5) selfishly

A total score is obtained

for each dimension by summing responses to each of the six
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dimensions across the eight anger-provoking situations.
Hence,

each dimension is assessed by an eight item measure.

In addition to the attribution dimensions, the ASAQ
assesses the frequency with which the situation occurs, the
intensity of the angry feelings provoked when the situation
occurs,

and the social acceptability of being angry in the

situation.
intensity,

A total score for frequency,

a total score for

and a total score for social acceptance is

obtained by summing these items across each of the eight
anger-provoking situations.

Definitions of each of the

dimensions represented by the ASAQ are presented in Table

2.
Development of the ASAQ occurred in two phases which
are described below.
Item Generation. Eighty-seven adolescents in grades
nine through twelve from four schools participated in the
first phase.

Subjects were told that the investigator was

interested in determining what makes adolescents angry.
After completing a demographic questionnaire

(shown in

Appendix A ) , subjects were given three index cards and
instructed to write on each card one situation which made
them angry.

Demographic characteristics of this sample are

presented in Table B.l.
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Table B.l
Demographic Characteristics of Sample 1

SES Level3_________________

Black_____________ White

I & II

14

30

111

12

6

IV & V

14

4

a Socioeconomic status determined by Hollingshead twofactor solution

(1957).

Sex
Race________________ Male__________________ Female
Black

23

23

White________________ 27______________________ 12
50

35
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Item Selection. From the item generation phase,
anger-provoking situations were obtained.
too general
eliminated.

(i.e.,

"my parents")

243

Items which were

or too specific were

In addition, those items which were not

interpersonal in nature but which reflected anger toward
the self

(i.e.,

eliminated.

"when I do poorly in sports") were also

The remaining items were sorted into groups

according to similar situations.
This process resulted in a total of 73 situations.
These were then examined by a clinical psychologist
familiar with the purposes of the study in order to combine
redundant items and rewrite items such that they had the
same level of specificity.
thus retained.

Sixty-two of the items were

These were then submitted to three

psychologists for review.

Minor revisions were made, with

the final version of the checklist containing 62 items.
The checklist is presented in Table B.2.
Subjects for this phase consisted of 235 adolescents
in grades nine through twelve from five different schools.
Demographic information on this sample is presented in
Table B.3.

The checklist and the demographic questionnaire

were administered in classrooms to groups of approximately
20 students.

Instructions were provided to the students

and questions were answered by the experimenter as needed.
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Table B.2
Anger Checklist
The following checklist has situations which sometimes make
teenagers angry. For each situation, rate HOW OFTEN the
situation happens to you and HOW ANGRY you become because
of the situation. Circle your answers using the following
scale to rate each situation:
HOW OFTEN DO THESE SITUATIONS HAPPEN TO YOU? Please
answer this question by rating each item on the following
scale:
1 =

Never

2 =

About once every six months

3 =

About once a month.

4 =

About once every two weeks.

5 =

About once a w e e k .

6 =

Several times per week.

Also, WHEN THIS HAPPENS, HOW ANGRY DO YOU BECOME?
Please rate each situation from 1 (NOT AT ALL) to 6
(EXTREMELY).
HERE IS AN EXAMPLE:
1. My teacher gives me
too much homework.

How Often?

How Angry?

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6
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How Often?

How Angry?

1.

A friend borrows money
and doesn't pay me back
on time.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

2.

My parent makes me go
places that I don't
want to go.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

3.

My parent goes through
my personal things
without permission.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

4.

My parent sets my curfew
too early (the time I
am supposed to be h o m e ) .

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

5.

My parent fails to keep
a promise.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

6.

A friend complains about
little things when my
problems are much bigger.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

7.

Someone damages something that belongs to me.

1 2 3 4 5 6

12

8.

My parent makes me spend
too much time on my
schoolwork.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

9.

My parent doesn't let
me spend money the way
I want to.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

10. My teacher criticizes
me more than other
students.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

11.

My sister or brother
won't go places with me.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

12.

My parent refuses to
listen to my side of
the story.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

13.

My brother or sister
annoys m e .

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

14.

My parent makes me do
too much housework.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

3 4 5 6
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How Often?

How Angry?

15. My teacher gives me
grades I don't deserve.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

16. My mother takes up for
my sister or brother
and not me.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

17. My teacher shows
favoritism toward
certain students.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

18. My parent won't let me
go places by myself.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

19. My teacher treats the
whole class like we
are little kids.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

20. My parent blames me
for things I do not do.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

21. My teacher criticizes
me unfairly.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

22. A friend accuses me of
something I did not do.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

23. My parent criticizes
my choice of friends.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

24. My parent complains
about the way I spend
my free time.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

25. My parent nags me
too much.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

26. My parent doesn't give
me what I want when I
want i t .

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

27. My parent refuses to
let me do things I want
to d o .

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6

28. A friend hits me for
no reason.

1

23 4

56

1 2

34 5 6
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How Often?

How Angry?

29. My friends make fun of
other people who have
problems.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

30. My parent complain
about my g r a d e s .

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

31. My parent complains
about the way I dress
or wear my hair.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

32. My teacher refuses to
listen to my side of
the story.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

33. A classmate cheats
on a t e s t .

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

34. A friend leaves me out
of an activity.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

35. Someone talks badly
about a member of my
family.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

36. A family member
disturbs me when I
try to sleep.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

37. My teacher gives me
work to do but won't
explain it.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

38. My parent won't let
me go out with my
friends often enough.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

39. My boyfriend or
girlfriend pays
attention to members
of the opposite sex.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

40. People make fun of me.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

41. My teacher disciplines
me unfairly.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6

42. My teacher teases me
in front of others.

1 2

34 5 6

1

23 4 5 6
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How Often?

How Angry?

43. My girlfriend or
boyfriend doesn't call
when they say they will.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

44. My parent compares me
to my brother or sister.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

45. Other people bother me
and my friends when we
are hanging o u t .

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

46. Other students play
jokes on me that
aren't very funny.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

47. People stereotype other
people because of their
race, sex, or religion.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

48. Someone takes my things
without asking.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

49. A friend keeps me
w aiting.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

50. Another student curses
at or insults me.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

51. My teacher gives me
too much homework.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

52. Friends lie about me.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

53. My boyfriend or
girlfriend goes out
with someone else.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

54. My parent is overprotective and treats
me like a baby.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

55. My friend tells other
people my secrets.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

56. A friend talks about
me behind my back.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

57. My parent does not
compliment me.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6
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How Often?

How Angry?

58. My boyfriend or
girlfriend broke up
with me.

1

23 4 5 6

1 2

34 5 6

59. People in my house
eat all my food.

1

23 4 5 6

1 2

34 5 6

60. My parent unfairly
takes away my privileges.

1

23 4 5 6

1 2

34 5 6

61. I get kicked out
of my h o u s e .

1

23 4 5 6

1 2

34 5 6

62. My parent doesn't
believe me even when
I tell the truth.

1

23 4 5 6

1 2

34 5 6

Table B .3
Demographic Characteristics of Sample 2

Gender
SES Level3________ Male______________________ Female
I & II

50

31

III

36

20

IV & V

23

51

a Hollin gsh ead two-factor solution

(1957).

Race
SES Level6_________ Black________________________ White
I & II

31

49

III

36

19

IV & V

49

23

6 Hollingshead two-factor solution

(1965).
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One goal of this process was to obtain depictions of
eight anger-provoking situations which occur frequently,
such that they would be meaningful to the majority of
adolescents.

The other goal was to determine situations

which have a wide range of variability of intensity of
anger.

To determine situations which occur often and have

a wide variation in intensity for adolescents, means and
standard deviations were obtained for each frequency item
and each intensity item.

The items were then ranked from

highest mean to lowest mean on frequency and intensity and
from the highest to lowest standard deviation on intensity.
The mean of these three rankings was then computed for each
item to obtain the item's average ranking.
Six "parent" items and six "other" items with the
highest mean ranking were obtained.

The situations and

their respective means and standard deviations are shown in
Table B.4.

Because only eight situations were required,

four situations were eliminated due to redundancy or
inadequate wording.

After determining the situations to be

used, the items for the ASAQ were written in a similar
format, but with a lower required reading level,
of the MASQ and the MAAQ.

as those
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Table B.4
Selected Checklist Items

(Means and Standard Deviations)

My parent refuses to listen
to my side of the story. a

2.92

(1.88)

3.82 (2. 2 0 )

My parent takes up for my sister
or b r oth er and not for me.

2.63

(1.94)

3.09 (2. 2 0 )

My p are nt blames me for things
I do not d o . a

2.96

(1.7 6)

3.66 (2. 14)

My paren t complains about the way
I spend my free time. a

3.14

(1.91)

3.34 (2. 06)

My paren t nags me too much.

3.29

(2.01)

3.46 (2. 0 1 )

My parent doesn't bel iev e me
even when I tell the truth.

2.60

(1.69)

3.76 (2. 24)

a

3.73

(2.01)

3.61 (1. 95)

My teac he r shows favoritism tow ard
certain students. a

3.77

(2.10)

3.14 (2. 03)

My teacher gives me work to do
but won't explain it. a

3.59

(1.81)

3.97 (1. 93)

Another student insults me. a

2.91

(1.90)

3.14 (2. 14)

A friend talks about me beh in d my
back. a

2.61

(1.72)

3.56 (2. 27)

My friend tells other people my
secrets.

2.27

My b r ot he r or sister annoys me.

a

(1.58)

Situations reta ined for inclusion in ASAQ.

3.45 (2. 24)

Appendix C
Attributional Style for Anger Questionnaire
This questionnaire describes a number of situations which
might occur in your daily life. Imagine the situation
happening to you and then read the statements that follow
i t . Please circle the number that indicates how much you
agree or disagree with each statement, using the rating
scale below:
1
Diasagree
Strongly

2
Disagree

3
Disagree
Somewhat

4
Agree
Somewhat

5
Agree

6
Agree
Strongly

My parent refuses to listen to my side of the story.
1.

My parent refuses to listen because
of something about him/her
rather than something about me.

1 2

3

2.

My parent's refusal to listen
affects other areas of our
r e l a t ions hi p.

1 2

3

3.

My parent will probably always
refuse to listen.

1 2

3 '

4.

My parent refuses to listen to me
"on purpose".

1 2

3 '

5.

My parent is selfish when he/she
refuses to listen.

1 2

3 '

6.

It is my parent's fault
(not mine) for refusing to listen.

1 2

3 '

7.

My parent often refuses to listen
to my side of the story.

1 2

3 '

8.

When my parent refuses to listen
to me, I become angry.

1 2

3 -

9.

It is okay to get angry when my
parent refuses to listen.

1 2

3 -
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A friend talks about me behind my back.
10.

The friend talks about me because
of something about him/her rather
than something about me.

11.

My friend talking about me affects
other areas of our relationship.

12.

My friend will probably always talk
about me behind my b a c k .

13.

My friend talks about me behind
my back "on purpose".

14.

My friend is selfish when he/she
talks about me behind my back.

15.

It is my friend's fault (not mine)
for talking about me behind my back.

16.

My friend often talks about me
behind my b a c k .

17.

I become angry when my friend talks
about m e .

18.

It is okay to get angry when a
friend talks about me behind my back.

My teacher shows favoritism toward certain
19.

My teacher's unfairness is due to
something about him/her rather than
something about me.

20.

My teacher's unfairness affects
other areas of our relationship.

21.

My teacher will probably always
be unfair to me.

22.

My teacher is unfair to me "on
purpose".

23.

My teacher is selfish when he/she
is unfair to me.

24.

It is my teacher's fault
for being unfair to me.

(not mine)

25.

My teacher is often unfair to me.

1

26.

I get angry when my teacher is
unfair to me.

1

27.

It is okay to get angry when my
teacher is unfair to me.

'

1

Another student insults me.
28.

The student insults me because
of something about him/her rather
than something about m e .

1

29.

The student's insulting me affects
other areas of our relationship.

1

30.

The student will probably always
insult me.

1

31.

The student insults me "on purpose".

1

32.

The student is selfish when he/she
insults me.

1

33.

It is the student's fault
for insulting me.

1

34.

Another student often insults me.

1

35.

I become angry when another student
insults me.

1

36.

It is okay to get angry when another
student insults me.

1

(not mine)

My brother or sister annoys me.
37.

My brother or sister annoys me
because of something about him/her
rather than something about me.

1

38.

My brother or sister's annoying me
1
affects other areas of our relatinship.

39.

My brother or sister will probably
always annoy me.

1

40.

My brother or sister annoys me
"on p ur po se ".

1

41.

My brother or sister is selfish when
he/she annoys me.

42.

It is his/her fault
annoying me.

43.

My brother or sister often annoys me.

44.

I become angry when my brother or
sister annoys me.

45.

It is okay to get angry when he or
she annoys m e .

(not mine)

for

My parent blames me for things I do not do.
46.

My
parent blames me for things I
do not do because of something about
him/her rather than something about me

47.

My parent's blaming me for things I
do not do affects other areas of our
relationship.

48.

My parent will probably always blame
me for things I do not do.

49.

My
do

parent blames me for things I
not do "on p u r p o s e " .

50.

My
parent is selfish when he/she
blames me for things I do not do.

51.

It is my parent's fault (not mine)
for blaming me for things I do not do.

52.

My parent often blames me for
things I do not do.

53.

I bec om e angry when my parent
blames me for things I do not do.

54.

It is okay to become angry when
my parent blames me for things
I do not d o .
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My parent complains about the way I spend my free time
55.

My parent complains about the way
I spend my free time because of
something about him/her rather than
something about me.

1 2

3

4

56.

My parent's complaining about the
way I spend my free time affects
other areas of our relationship.

1 2

3

4

57.

My parent will prob ab ly always
complain about the way I spend my
free time.

1 2

3

4

4

58.

My parent complains about the
way I spend my free time "on
purpose".

1 2

3

59.

My parent is selfish when he/she
complains about the way I spend my
free time.

1 2

3 4

60.

It is my parent' s fault (not mine)
for compla ining about the way
I spend my free time.

1 2

3 4

61.

My parent often complains about
the way I spend my free time.

1 2

3 4

62.

I get angry when my parent
complains about the way I spend
my free time.

1 2

3 4

63.

It is okay to get angry when my
parent complains about the way I
spend my free time.

1 2

3 4

My teacher gives me work to do but doesn't explain it.
64.

My t e ac he r doesn't explain it
because of something about him/her
rather than somethi ng about me.

1 2

3

4

5

6

65.

My teach er' s not e xp la in ing th e work
1 2
affects other areas of our relationship.

3

4

5

6

66.

My teac he r will pro bably always give
me work and not exp lai n i t .

1 2

3

4

5

6
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67 .

My teacher doesn't explain it
"on p u r p o s e " .

1 2

3

4

5

6

68.

My teacher is selfish for not
explaining the work.

1 2

3

4

5

6

69.

It is my teacher's fault (not mine)
for not explaining the work.

3

4

5

6

70.

My teacher often gives me work
without explaining it.

1 2

3

4

5

6

71 .

I become angry when my teacher
gives me work and doesn't explain it.

1 2

3

4

5

6

72 .

It is okay to get angry when
my teacher gives me work and
doesn't explain it.

1 2

3

4

5

6

1 2

App en di x D
State— Trait An g e r Ex pression Inventory

Part 1 Directions:
A number of statements that people use
to describe th emselves are given below. Read each statement
and then circle the app ropriate numbe r to indicate how you
feel right now. There are no right or wro ng answers. Do not
spend too mu c h time on any one statement, but give the
answer which seems to best des cribe ho w your present
feelings.
Not At All

1.

I am furious

2 . I feel irritat ed
3.

Somewhat

1

2
2

Very Much So

3

4

3

4

1

2

3

4

4 . I feel like
ye lling at
somebody

1

2

3

4

5.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

6.

I feel angry

1

Moderately So

I feel like
b reak in g things
I am ma d

7.

I feel like
ban gi ng on the
table

1

2

3

4

8.

I feel like
hitt ing someone

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

9.
10.

I am b u r n e d up
I feel like
swe aring
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Part. 2 Directions:
A number of statements that people use
to describe themselves are given below. Read each statement
and then circle the appropriate number to indicate how you
generally feel. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not
spend too much time on any one statement, but give the
answer which seems to best describe how you generally feel.
Almost Never

Sometimes

Often

Almost Always

11. I am quick tempered

1

2

3

4

12. I have a fiery temper

1

2

3

4

13. I am a hotheaded
person

1

2

3

4

2

3

4

2

3

4

2

3

4

14.

I get angry when I'm
slowed down by others'
mistakes

15.

I feel annoyed when I I
I am not given
recognition for doing
good work

16.

I fly off the handle

1

17.

When I get mad, I
say nasty things

I

18.

It makes me furious
when I am criticized
in front of others

1

2

3

4

19.

When I get frustrated, 1
I feel like hitting someone

2

3

4

20.

I feel infuriated when 1
I do a good job and get
a poor evaluation

2

3

4
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Part 3 Directions:
Everyone feels angry or furious from
time to time, but people differ in the ways they react when
they are angry.
A number of statements are listed below
which people use to describe their reactions when they feel
angry or furious.
Read each statement and then circle the
number which indicates how often you generally react or
behave in the manner described when you are feeling angry
or furious. Remember that there are no right or wrong
answers.
Do not spend too much time on any one statement.
Almost Never

Sometimes

Often

Almost Always

21. I control my temper

1

2

3

4

22. I express my anger

1

2

3

4

23. I keep things in

1

2

3

4

24 . I am patient with
others

1

2

3

4

25. I pout or sulk

1

2

3

4

26 . I withdraw from
people

1

2

3

4

27 . I make sarcastic
remarks to others

1

2

3

4

28 . I keep my cool

1

2

3

4

29 . I do things like
slam doors

1

2

3

4

30 . I boil inside, but
I don't show it

1

2

3

4

31. I control my behavior

1

2

3

4

32. I argue with others

1

2

3

4

33. I tend to harbor
grudges that I don't
tell anyone about

1

2

3

4

1
34 . I strike out at
whatever infuriates me

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

35. I can stop myself
from losing my temper
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36. I am secretly quite
critical of others
37.

I am angrier than I
am willing to admit

38.

I calm down faster
than most other people

39.

I say nasty things

1

2

3

4

40.

I try to be tolerant
and understa ndi ng

1

2

3

4

41.

I'm irritated a great
deal more than people
are aware of

42.

I lose my temper

1

2

3

4

43.

If someone annoys
me, I'm apt to tell
him or her how I feel

1

2

3

4

44.

I control my angry
feelings

N o t e . A d ap te d and reproduced by special permission of the
Publisher, Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc., 16204
North Florida Avenue, Lutz, FL
3354 9, from the STAXI by
Charles D. Speilberger, Ph.D., Copyright 1979, 1986, 1988,
by Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc.
Reproduced by
special permission from PAR, Inc.

Appendix E
Guidelines for Interpreting STAXI Scores
Trait Anger. Persons high in Trait Anger frequently
experience angry feelings and often feel that they are
treated unfairly by others. Such persons are also likely to
experience a great deal of frustration. Whether they
express,

suppress,

or control their anger can be inferred

from their scores on the Anger-In, Anger-Out,

and Anger

Control scales.
Anger-O ut. Persons with high Anger-Out scores frequently
experience anger which they express in aggressive behavior
directed towards other persons or objects in the
environment. Anger-Out may be expressed in physical acts
such as assaulting other persons or slamming doors,, or it
may be expressed verbally in the form of criticism,
sarcasm,

insults, threats,

and the extreme use of

profanity.
Anger Con tr ol. Persons with high scores on the Anger
Control scale tend to invest a great deal of energy in
monitoring and preventing the experience and expression of
anger. While controlling anger is certainly desirable, the
over-control of anger may result in passivity, withdrawal,
and depression in persons with high Anger Control scores
who also have high Trait Anger scores and low Anger-Out
scor es.
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Appendix F
ANOVA Source Tables
Table F.l
Demographic Variables and Attribution Dimensions

Source
External

DF

MS

9

188.60

451

59.25

Race

1

Sex
Race X Sex

F

R

3.18

.0010

306.12

5.17

.0235

1

951.30

16.06

.0001

1

274.95

4 .64

.0318

9

258.34

3.82

.0001

457

67.55

Race

1

1139.48

16.87

.0001

Sex

1

846.93

12 .54

.0004

Race X SES

2

203.97

3.02

.0498

9

109.52

2.21

.0207

459

49.66

1

439.07

8.84

.0031

9

104.32

2.03

.0345

439

51.34

1

484.99

9.45

.0022

Error

Global
Error

Stable
Error
Race X Sex

Intent
Error
Race X Sex

R2
.06

.07

.04

.04
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Table F.2
Demographic Variables and Trait Ancrer, Anger--Out, and Anger
Control

Source

DF

MS

F

&

Ri

3.39

.0015

.05

Trait

7

166.02

Error

472

48.91

1

609.33

12.46

.0005

7

53.73

2.25

.0292

468

23.86

1

204.62

8 .58

.0036

7

84 .90

3.17

.0027

484

26.76

2

103.49

3.87

.0216

Race X Sex

Anger-Out
Error
Race X Sex

Anger Control
Error
Race X SES

.03

.04
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Table F.3
Demographic Variabl es and Frequency,

Intensity,

and

Acceptance

Source

DF

MS

F

R

2.54

0075

618.37

11.50

0008

2

208.37

3.88

0214

9

389.31

5. 66

0001

448

68.77

Race

1

1882.53

27.38

0001

Sex

1

824.67

11.99

0006

Race X SES

2

421.39

6.13

0024

9

238 .99

2 .87

0027

Error

454

83 .38

Sex

1

1185.85

14.22

0002

Race X Sex

1

322.83

3.87

0497

Frequent

9

136.59

451

53.77

Race X Sex

1

Race X SES

Error

Intensity
Error

Acceptance

R2
.05

10

05
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Table F .4
Aggression and Attribution Dimensions

Source
External
Error

Global
Error

Stable
Error

Intent
Error

Selfish

DF

MS

F

J2L

1

- 1162.36

19.92

.0001

.04

511

58 .35

1

942 .13

13.78

.0002

.03

519

68.35

1

162 8.90

33.76

.0001

.06

518

48.26

1

1663.86

33.91

.0001

.06

493

49.06

19.39

.0001

.04

19.70

.0001

.04

1

Error

485

Blame

1

Error

489

1195.12

R2

61.65

1108.48
56.26
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Table F.5
Aggression and Frequency,

Source
Frequent
Error

Intensity
Error

Acceptance
Error

DF

Intensity,

MS

1

2085.37

507

50.66

1

1661.28

509

70 .70

1

2031.30

508

82 .67

and Acceptance

R2

F

&

41 ,17

.0001

.08

23 .50

.0001

.04

24 .57

.0001

.05

-

Appendix G
ASAO Subscale Means

(Standard Deviations)

by Demographic Characteristics

Table G.l
Race

Black

White

(n = 140)

(n = 204)

External

27 .35

(7.7)

27.64

(8.1)

Global

29.30

(8.5)

31.53

(8.6)

Stable

25.64

(7.1)

24.61

(7.4)

Intent

26.42

(7.0)

25.7 9 (7.9)

Selfish

27.91

(7.6)

27.15

(8.0)

Blame

28.69

(7.5)

29.53

(7.9)
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Table G .2
Sex

Male

Female

(n = 156)

(n = 188)

External

26.46 (8.1)

28.41 (7.8)

Global

29.72 (8.5)

31.38 (8.5)

Stable

24.30 (7.3)

25.63 (7.2)

Intent

25.65 (7.9)

26.38 (7.1)

Selfish

26.66 (7.6)

28.12 (8.0)

Blame

28.51 (7.8)

29.74 (7.7)
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Table G.3
Socioeconomic Status

Level I/II

Level III

Level IV/V

(n = 137)

(n = 88)

(n = 119)

External

26.46

(8.2)

28.72

(7.5)

27.87

(7.9)

Global

30.00

(9.0)

31.30

(7.8)

30.84

(8.6)

Stable

24.64

(7.6)

24.95

(6.5)

25.54

(7.5)

Intent

25.38

(8.1)

26.45

(7.1)

26.51

(7.1)

Selfish

26.39

(8.5)

27.60

(7.0)

28.57

(7.6)

Blame

29.01

(8.6)

29.39

(6.8)

29.24

(7.5)
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